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Abstract 
 
Shulman (1986) proposed three kinds of knowledge that effective teachers should master: content 
knowledge (CK), pedagogical knowledge (PK), and pedagogical content knowledge (PCK). There 
have been quite a number of studies focusing on CK and PCK in the domain of mathematics [4], [1], 
[17], however, little is known about language teachers’ PCK and CK in teaching the target language. 
In this article, we present a conceptualization of PCK and CK of CFL teachers in teaching Chinese 
pronunciation by using semi-structured interviews and questionnaires to elicit CFL teachers’ (n=25) 
PCK and CK on teaching Chinese. Our methodological approach is based on a PCK-CK framework, in 
which PCK and CK are determined as the core elements. In line with our theoretical framework, the 
PCK investigation includes two parts: a semi-structured interview on three subscales, including the 
knowledge of Chinese tasks, knowledge of student misconceptions and difficulties, and knowledge of 
Chinese pronunciation-specific instructional strategies; and a questionnaire the items of which were 
selected from reviewed literature on instructional pronunciation strategies (IPS) by testing the 
relationship between CFL teachers’ implemented IPS in-class and in the literature. Our CK 
investigation are constructed as a semi-structured interview to cover relevant CFL pronunciation areas 
(e.g., initials, finals, tones, intonation, and stress). The results show that CFL teachers emphasize the 
importance of CK and PCK in teaching Chinese pronunciation, but we also notice that some teachers 
are weakest in terms of CK in Chinese pronunciation domain while a number of teachers are weakest 
with regard to PCK to have enough IPS on solving students’ pronunciation problems.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Teachers are significantly different in their capability to improve students learning and outcomes [14]. 
Researchers have studied what knowledge teachers should acquire in order to improve their teaching. 
Although the precise nature of teachers’ knowledge is still uncertain [8], following Shulman’s [18], [19] 
theoretical framework, a theoretical division is presented as follows: content knowledge (CK) and 
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK). Defined by Shulman [18], [19], content knowledge (CK) refers 
to teaches’ understanding of the subject domain he or she teaches, and pedagogical content 
knowledge (PCK) represents the knowledge of how teachers can make the subject matter accessible 
to students. Two facets of PCK are identified, including knowledge of students’ subject-specific 
conceptions and misconceptions, and knowledge of subject-specific instructional strategies [11], [15].  
Research on PCK and CK have mainly concentrated on mathematics and sciences areas [3], [17], [1], 
[5], and several aspects have been identified to be useful and important for successful mathematics 
and science instructions [21], [12], [6], [10], such as selecting appropriate tasks for students, noticing 
student misconceptions and comprehension difficulties, and providing appropriate subject-specific 
instructional strategies. However, the issue of how these findings can be transferred to other subjects 
remains unsolved. In the domain of foreign language teaching, the special characteristics of teaching 
content and medium make foreign language teaching courses different from subjects like mathematics 
and sciences [9]. In the foreign language teaching classroom, language is used both as a subject 
matter and as a teaching tool, which means teachers need to pay attention to the language forms and 
the content of the students’ utterance at the same time [20]. Besides the unique feature of the content 
and medium in the foreign language teaching domain, strategies implemented by teachers are also 
different from those teaching other subjects. Oral and written production are the main focuses of 
foreign language teaching and this makes the strategies used by teachers have to be unique and 
specific in order to support these two focuses. However, although the subject of foreign language 
teaching is so distinctive from teaching other subjects, research on the PCK and CK of foreign 
language teachers is rather limited. Qualitative and quantitative instruments have been used to 
measure PCK and CK of foreign language teachers, especially for English as a foreign language 
teachers [2], [13], [7]. No studies have been found to explore CFL teachers’ PCK and CK, neither 
teaching Chinese as a whole nor teaching any aspects of Chinese language. Therefore, this study 
focuses on discovering and measuring CFL pronunciation teachers’ PCK and CK. More specifically, 
this study investigates how CFL pronunciation teachers’ PCK and CK is conceptualized.  
2 METHODOLOGY 
Participants 
The present analyses are based on data collected from 25 CFL teachers from different countries. 
Among the 25 CFL teachers, 11 teachers taught Chinese at Flanders’ higher education institutions, 
and the remaining 14 teachers at higher education institutions from other countries (see table 1). 
Nearly two thirds of the 25 teachers were female and just over one third were male. The average 
teaching experience age of participating teachers was 9. 
Data collection of PCK and CK 
PCK interviews. In line with our theoretical framework, the PCK interviews contained three subscales: 
knowledge of student misconceptions and difficulties (Student), the knowledge of Chinese 
pronunciation tasks (Task), and knowledge of Chinese pronunciation-specific instructional strategies 
(Instruction). Knowledge of students’ pronunciation problems was investigated by presenting teachers 
with six reading audio-recordings from three different language levels (beginning, intermediate, and 
advanced) of CFL students. As to knowledge of Chinese pronunciation tasks, participating teachers 
were asked to list as many different ways of solving the six students’ pronunciation problems as 
possible. Knowledge of Chinese pronunciation-specific instructional strategies were acquired by one 
question requiring teachers to present strategies in terms of each Chinese pronunciation aspect. Table 
1 presents a list of all the PCK interview questions concerning the theoretical framework. In order to 
link the reviewed strategies in the literature to the real classroom teaching, a questionnaire was used 
to test to what extent the participating CFL teachers use the strategies researched by CFL 
pronunciation researcher in their CFL pronunciation interventions.  
Table 1. PCK subscales and interview questions. 
PCK subscales Interview questions            
S1. the knowledge of Chinese 
pronunciation tasks 
What strategies do you implement in class to teach each 
aspect? Please give one or two examples to explain the 
implementation of each strategy. 
S2. Knowledge of student 
misconceptions and difficulties 
Which aspect of pronunciation do the students have 
problems with in each stimulus? 
S3. knowledge of Chinese 
pronunciation-specific 
instructional strategies 
What strategies will you implement with regard to these 
pronunciation problems? Please list the strategies. 
 
CK interviews. We conceptualized content knowledge as in-depth background knowledge of the 
contents of Chinese pronunciation aspects. In our model, CK includes domain-specific knowledge and 
in-depth domain-specific knowledge [18]. Two open-ended questions were constructed to cover 
relevant Chinese pronunciation content areas (e.g., initials, finals, tones, intonation, stress) and to 
integrate the whole pronunciation teaching in a systematic and qualified way.  
Scoring scheme. All the open-ended questions were coded by two raters independently; in the event 
of rater disagreement, consensus was reached through discussion. Two open-ended CK questions 
with no response or an incorrect response were scored 0; each correct answer was scored 1. Partial 
credit was considered in all example items. Coding options developed for the open-ended questions 
were derived from the literature whenever possible. If the participant answered several correct 
responses to one question, the sum of the correct answers was calculated. The PCK questions with 
no response or an incorrect response were also scored 0; each correct answer was scored 1. Same 
response (for questions requiring different answers, e.g., the multiple strategies for solving students’ 
pronunciation problems) of different questions was only scored once.  
Procedure. The interview of PCK and CK was conducted individually either in a separate room at the 
participants’ institute or via skype-meeting when it was not possible to conduct an interview face-to-
face. The average time required to finish the interview was about 3 hours. Interviews were recorded at 
the same time for data analysis.  
3 RESULTS 
3.1 Descriptive Findings of CFL teachers’ PCK on Teaching Chinese 
Pronunciation 
Data analysis of the CFL teachers’ answers on PCK interviews revealed that CFL teachers are 
capable to find the mistakes made by students and categorize these mistakes based on their teaching 
experience. This suggests that teachers do have knowledge of students’ common errors when they 
teach students of similar developmental levels. Various instructional strategies were provided by 
teachers to solve students’ mistakes, but we also noticed that a few strategies were used by each 
teacher, such as repetition, and one-to-one correction. Intonation and stress are most teachers’ 
weakest area both on PCK and CK, and the instructional strategies they used to solve the students’ 
errors were rather limited, only one teacher used “watching film and dubbing” strategy to train students’ 
intonation. This was probably caused by the arrangements of teaching Chinese pronunciation aspects, 
and that most of the interviewed teachers did not allot enough time to teach students’ intonation and 
stress. One teacher answered that she skipped these two aspects when teaching beginning-level CFL 
students since she thought that the students’ language proficiency was too limited, and that the focus 
of this level should be on other aspects, for example tones, initials, and finals. 
 
3.2 Descriptive Findings of CFL teachers’ CK on Teaching Chinese 
Pronunciation 
Regarding the quality of CFL teachers’ CK, the answers of the participants of the interviews showed 
that most of CFL teachers seem to lack the conceptual knowledge about the Chinese pronunciation 
concepts (e.g., intonation), and not many answers were given by each teacher. For example, more 
than half of the interviewed teachers cannot tell the number of Chinese initials and the categories of 
Chinese finals. Comparing the answers concerning the five Chinese pronunciation aspects, intonation 
and stress were the least understandable aspects compared to their interpretation on Chinese tones. 
The teachers’ answers on questions regarding Chinese tones obviously were more accurate 
concerning the content and also in terms of the quantity.  
4 CONCLUSIONS 
In the present study, we constructed and implemented semi-structured interviews to explore the 
pedagogical content knowledge and content knowledge of CFL teachers in teaching Chinese 
pronunciation. We used a subject-specific approach which is in line with general educational 
psychological theories that are specified for specific subjects. Our findings show that CFL teachers’ 
CK is rather limited compared to their PCK and differ concerning each pronunciation aspect. CFL 
teachers shows sufficient PCK knowledge when dealing with student’s errors and finding solutions. 
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